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I. Introduction: What is the Soviet Union?

Unless we accept the Soviet claim that Lenin's coup
Qlﬁggg.gave birth to an entirely new state, and indeed a new
era in the history of mankind, we must recognize in today's
Soviet Union the old empire of the Russians -- the only Euro-
pean empire that still survives. In a Darwinian vein, it might
be said that when nationalism came to dominate the political
attitudes of mankind, in Europe first and in the whole world
later, the Russian empire survived and prospered because
Lenin and the Bolsheviks imposed upon it a trans-national
ideology, at a time when all the other empires were going

into dissolution for want of a similar remedy.

Lenin can therefore be seen as the only logical successor
of the Czars. Constitutional-democrats, social-democrats and
all manner of others including the Czars themselves might
still rule the Russians themselves, but in the new era of
nationalism, only a trans-national dictatorship could preserve
the empire. By accepting national sentiments as legitimate,
but only within cultural bounds, after first &ecisively sub-
ordinating all ethnic priorities to the world-wide class
struggle, the ideology that Lenin brought to power could jus-
tify the refusal to grant independence to each of the many
nations of the empire; and this was a refusal that an effi-
cient dictatorship could forcefully impose, as it still does.
The largest empire known in history is thus preserved almost
intact till this day while only memories and the smallest
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Spanish and Portuguese smpires which ruled much of the world in

the days when Lenin came to power.

But of course the true successor of the Czars was Stalin- - -
rather than Lenin, because during the latter's tenure trans-
national communism remained the true ideclogy -- which
meant of course that the Russians and their power were supposed
to serve the interests of world-wide communism. [t was Stalin
who turned the proposition right around by first establishing a
clear priority for Soviet state interests over the world-wide
revolutionary cause ("Socialism in one country"), and then going
on to exploit the powerful loyalties that trans-national
communism could attract for all they were worth, to serve the
interests of the empire of the Russians. By so doing, Stalin
became the prudent keeper and successful aggrandizer of the
Czars' inheritance, as his successors remain till this day -

a fact of great consequence in setting limits to the attractions
of dissidence inside the Soviet Union as far as the Russians

themselves are concerned.

0f the role of ideology as one of the instruments of Soviet
strategy more will be said be1ow;'but in view of the unfortun-
ate persistence of our debates on the matter, it is immediately
neces;ary to confront the issue of ideological motives in Soviet
conduct. [t is not illegitimate to draw a direct comparison
between trans-national Communism and the Sqoviet empire on the
one hand, and missionary Christianity and the 3yzantine smpire

on the other. We know that the rulers of Constantinople exploited

_

“the ga}né of missiEnary'Christianity to'promote the interests
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of their empire whenever and wherever they could, even while being
perfectly sincere in their own devotion to the creed. That men
can bpth truly belii /e in an ideology and yet seek to use it to
enhance their own temporal power seems paradoxical only to
outsiders. To the protagonists themselves there is no contra-
dition: their solid justification is that the greater their
power, the greater is their ability to protect and disseminate

the true faith.

Certainly the Byzantine record suggests that it is unprofit-
able to speculate on the personal devotion of the rulers who
so assiduously promoted the faith, and that it is quite futile
to try to distinguish between ideological and state-political
motives in their policies. Every religious act was meant to
strengthen the state against its temporal enemies, internal or
external; and every political act was meant to sustain the true
faith in a world filled with unbelievers and heretics. The same,
incidentally, was true of Czarist Russia. Thus for example during
the later nineteenth century, the Czars assiduously promoted
the proselytizing of the Russian Orthodox Church inside the
Ottoman empire and especially in Palestine (where it grew greatly,
but only at the expense of Greek Orthodoxy). Was this effort
motivated by religious considerations alone, or was the Russian
missionary church an arm of Russian foreign policy, in the
competition with the British, French and Germans for influence
in the.Levant? To show that the Byzantines or the Russians under
the Czars wnruld “requently fcner: the relinicie as=nct +£ ¢'ineg-

in their dealings with foreign unbelievers or heretics proves




nothing because the Emperors could validly claim that it was
a question of survival for them t3 do so - and the state that
.w0u1d thus survive was the only guarantor of the safety of

the true church in éne first place. To show by documentary

avidence that it was the court that financed 8yzantine mission-
that
aries, orfthe Czar's foreign ministry paid for the churches,

monasteries, hospitals and schools that were built in such
great numbers in Ottoman Palestine again proves nothing, be-
cause the emperor was the head of the Byzantine church just as
the Czar's foreign ministry belonged to a government which was

itself the official protector of the Russian Orthodox faith.

Similarly, in our own days, the Soviet Union loudly pro-
tested the imprisonment of Egyptian communists under Nasser and
the executions of Sudanese communists under Numeiri. It
might seem that a purely state-motivated diplomacy would have
refrained from such intrusive protests. But in both cases it
can also be argued persuasively that it was precisely for diplo-
matic reasons, and not because of any pure ideological solidarity
that the complaints were made -- for in both cases the protest
was most convenients in Nasser's regard to forcefully remind him
of his debt to the Soviet Union, and with the Sudanes:wﬁy e
provide justification for the Soviet liaison with Libya,
Especially revealing is the record of Soviet relations with .
Iraq, whose successive dictators have nad close connections with

Moscow even while persecuting and indeed exterminating iragi

communists from time to time. Ever since the overthrow of the

‘. " - .
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monarchy in July 1958, the Soviet Union, under a variety of agree-
ments, has supplied Iraq with arms, including large numbers of
"high-profile" weapons such as battle tanks and combat aircraft
of modern design.. Over the years, the Soviet Union and Iraq
have cooperated in a variety of military joint ventures, and the
formal agreements signed between the two countries include the
fifteen-year Treaty of Frendship and Cooperation of April 1972.
And yet during the same period, the attitude of Iraq's rulers to
their local Communists has alternated from a grudging toleration
up to their inclusion in the government at cabinet level, all the
way down to outright méssacre -- and no obvious correlation can
be established at all between the ups and downs in Soviet-Iraqi
relations, and the abrupt changes in the government's treatment
of the Iraqi Communist party. When the sufferings of their Iraqi
comrades were brought to the attention of Soviet leaders by
French and Italian communists, the Kremlin's self-justification
was identical to the Byzantine argument: to wit that the world-
wide enhancement of the faith sometimes imposes the cruel neces-
sity of disregarding the welfare of some of its immediate repre-
sentatives. And of course, the Kremlin would no more accept a
distinction between the interests of the state, and those of the
faith which the state upholds, than the rulers of Byzantium would

have done.




The Question of Nationality

Lenin and his party seizad pcwer over the Soviet state by
an act of force, and their Bolshevik regime immediately had to
struégle against demestic and foreign foes Dy brutal repression
and war; neverthe}ess it was the firm belief of the early leaders
that once tranquility would be restored, education widely promoted,
and a modest prosperity achieved, their ideology and rule would
find genuine acceptance throughout the lands that Moscow controlled.
Had that hope been realized, teday's Soviet state would be a con-
sensual union of nationalities linked by a common ideology, even
if the dictatorship of each (national) communist party would have
to continue till the advanced stage of communism was finally
achieved -- when the state structure itself would wither away.

In other words, the Soviet state was supposed to evolve into a
voluntary confederation. The independence willingly conceded to
Finland, and rather less willingly to the three Baltic states,
was a tangible manifestation of this early attitude; and indeed
the nominal right of each national ''republic" to become indepen-
dent has been reaffirmed in successive Soviet constitutions, if

only to remain a dead letter as so much else in those documents.

It was neither Lenin's terror nor Stalin's that precluded
the emergence of a genuine trans-national state, but rather the
primacy gradually accorded to the Russian nationality within the
Soviet Union. Lenin had consistently treated Russian naticnalism
as the chief decmestic antagonist of his creation; it was not by
accident (as Pravda might say) that the most sentitive positions --
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filled by Estonians, Poles, Jews, Finns, Georgians and so on. It
was only natural, after all, that small (and weak) nationalities
would be especially responsive to a trans-national creed that
would place all on an equal footing. Russian nationalism, on

the other hand, was inseparable from Czardem and the church, and
indeed it had shaped the world-view of the official class of the

ancient regime.

But once the Bolshevik state was duly organized with a large
and growing bureaucracy, its economic apparat and its state servi-
ces military and social, it was inevitable that the more educated
peoples within the USSR should lead the less advanced in the im-
plementation of '"'socialism' in the econocmy, in education, and in
the entire structure of the new totalitarian state -- and once
the Finns, Estonians, Lithuanians and Latvians all became inde-
pendent, it was the Russians themselves who remained as the most

"advanced'' nationality of any size inside the Soviet Union.

In the beginning, therefore, the primacy of the Russian
people within the Soviet Union was the unavoidable reflection of
the achievements and qualifications of individual Russians and
thus unchallengeable; the mass of teachers and managers, bureau-
crats and soldiers, party leaders and publicists and could ob-
viously be supplied only by the educated class, which happened
to be predominantly Russian. Since Russian nationalism as such
was still very much in disfavor, and since "'cultured'' elements
frem all other nationalities could and did share fully in this
primacy which was then still a professional rather than a national
puchaenan, Jdicie w38 NU contrauiction between tie wrans-nacional
ideology and the clear predominance of ethnic Russians in all

leading roles.
==
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[t was under Stalin that the transformation of a oro-
. Jnational supremacy.
fessional primacy into a———v—— took piace. Well before
the German invasion of June 1941, Stalin began to appeal -- if
only in a carefully controlled degree -- o the loyalties :that
Russian nationalism could still evoke for the ruler ,4ng held the
Kremlin,vhether Czar or commissar. hen the German war began,’ "

it became clear almost immediately that the Red Army was dis-

astrously outclassed; all restraints were then removed and everything

possible was made to identify the regime with the Russian mother-
land. To do so was a necessity of war -- or at least it must
have seemed so at the time -- for Stalin could scarcely have
. most ample
forseen that the Germans would themselves provide thedincentives for a fierce
resistance by soldiers and partisans alike, Russian and non-

Russian, by their immense brutalities.

For the revolutionary Soviet state, the aprupt reversion
to the symbols, language and emotions of Russian

nationalism was itself . revolutionary, Once
repudiated as class enemies and imperialists, the succassful
fighting figures af the Russian past were quite §udden1y restored
to heroic status and greatly celebrated in print, on film and
in that characteristic Bolshevik medium, the large wall-poster,
The Russian motherland became once again a fitting subject of -
veneration, as a mystiuﬂ?ﬁ%& than ,-.or:‘n%re‘ly geographic, and

even the Russian Orthodox Church was accorded a new and much
higher STatus  naot as a spiritual institution of course but
at least as a national one. Moscow, it seems, was worth a good
wdny Titurgies and a{so the seJ;ra?usem.uaries recpened dau the

many churches restored %o churchly use.

-8-
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The great military leaders and greater Czars of the Russian
past, Suvurov and Kutuzov, Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great,
Alexander Nevskii and Alexander I were powerful but dangerous
allies for Stalin a..d the Party. These names and all that
wentlwith them by implication, namely the empire-building of
the Russians, could be just as irritating to the sensitivities
of non-Russians as they were a source of pride and loyalty for

themselves.

the ethnic Russianspy It is one thing to speak of Cromwell or
Kitchener among the English; quite another to remember their

names in the company of Irishmen or Afrikaaners. Historians

of the Second World War have generally seen fit to praise Stalin's
restoration of Russian nationalism to official favor, giving

him credit for "flexibility" and guile, especially since the

to the Russians

man who thus gave bazk”their history and national pride to the
Russians was himself a Georgian. Above all, it is taken for

granted that the nationalist restoration was necessary to sustain

the Sc.iet war effort.

But since it is now known that in virtually every non-
Russian ethnic group in the USSR that came under German occu-
pscion there was a very widespread willingness to collaborate
with the new power in the land (and among the Russians too,
at first), it is difficult to say whether Stalin's maneuver was
truly successful. If it is reasonable to believe that the
fussians fought better for their own ethnic motherland than for

at-*ract entity of the
Litwes Lo e, it is just as likely that the non-Russians

were alienated by the nationalist restoration, which inevitably

made them {ntn 173 thon €7 -
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fact that the German army reached most of the non-Russians

only in the summer of 1942 (by which time the new nationalist
propaganda was going ull blast), and that the Germans found many
w1111ng collaborators among them -- including tens of

thousands ofvélﬁftecrsfor the Jaffen S.S. are matters of
historical record. As for the true impact of the nationalist
campaign on the fighting morale of the Russians themselves,

that too is difficult to judge because German atrocities

must have had a far more powerful impact than any number of

nationalist articles and books, films or posters.

But if the necessity and net value of the nationalist
restoration must remain in doubt, what is perfectly clear is

. J» . : twenty
that it was an admission of failure. In spite of 4 years of

and pervasive propaganda,
consolidation Athe Soviet state had failed to attract enough

or so
loyalty to be defended for what it was,*at least .its leader

believed. Faced with the crisis of the German

) . enormous _ of the Summer of 1941,
invasion and A defeals Athe Soviet state nad to assume

the protactive disguise of the Russian motherland,

rather
In view of what has happened since then, it mightAbe said that
the original trans-national Soviet Union was in fact defeatad
in 1941, and that it surrenderad to Mother Russia in preference
to surrendering to the Germans. That clearly was the better

alternative, but it was a surrender all the same.

Just as nationalism is normally a cohesive force in

nation-states, it must be divisive in states that contain many

* 4

Gifv . nus Lz..hna icies. The nacivnaiisi ro.ue.atiun that

pleased so many Russians in 1941 and pleases them still, must

.10-
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have been just as displeasing to non-Russians, and it still is.

Ideoclogically, a powerful contradiction was engendered between
the official trans-national creed and the Kremlin's elevation
of the Russian people to a quasi-official supreﬁacy over all
otﬁer nationalities. Politically, a fundamental tension was
created between the multi-national composition of the state and

the primacy accorded to just one of the nationalities.

Having triumphantly survived the advent of the National
Idea by issuing the promissory note of a trans-national future,
the Soviet Union thus began to default on the payments in 1941.
Given the circumstances of the time, however, the creditors
could do little to press their claims. For one thing, ethnic
Russians (with the largely assimilated Byelorussians) then
still accounted for a good majority of the total population of the

USSR, and many others also identified with the Russians

even if of diverse ethnic origins, notably many Jews and the edu-
cated, Westernized elements among the more backward nationalities.
In any case the Muslim peoples of Soviet Central Asia and the
Caucasus were then still so backward that their identity was de-
fined by family, tribe, clan and religion rather than nationality;
in other words, they were in a pre-nationalist stage. Finally,
the more advanced nationalities in today's Soviet Union, the Es-
tonians, Latvians and Lithuanians of the Baltic states, and the
Poles, Ruthenians and Ukrainians of the 'western'' Ukraine, were
not in the Kremlin's keeping at all, until after the reoccupation

and annexations that came at the end of the Second World War.

11
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In the latest (1979) census by contrast, ethnic Russians ac-
counted for no mors chan 52.4% of the population and aven if one
adds heavily assimi.ated 3yelorussians that percentzge is still
only‘Séz. In the meantime, the general betterment of their cir-
cumstances has brougnht all the peoples of Soviet central Asia and
the Caucasus to the stage of national consciousness, and by a coin-
cidence most unfortunate for their rulers, this has happened at a
time when Islam has once again become a very militant, political

phencmenon.

What census returns cannot measure is the apparently wide-
spread reversion of non-Russian elites from more backward.nation-
alities to their own distinct national consciousness. It is known
that the more educated ameng the Turkic peoples (Uzbeks, Tartars,
Kazakhs, Azeris, Turkmens, Kirgiz and Bashkirs), the Iraznian
peoples (Tadzhik, Csetins and Kurds) and the Ibero-Caucasians
(Chechens and Kabardians) wers quitz voluntarily becoming Russi-
fied during the 1920s and 1930s. The small minority of educated
men and the few educated wemen of”éggzztﬂationalities wera"pulled”
towards the Russian language and/ﬁulture by all the attractions of
joining the leading naticnality, and a modern culture, and they
were being ''‘pushed" in the same direction by the fact that their
own comunities offered little scoﬁe for men of modern outlook,
while being mostly hostile to emancipated women. At the same
time, with trans-naticnalism still dominant in the {resmlin, many
elite Armenians, Georgians and Jews wera also becoming self-
Russified -- if only because a Russian cultural identity was seen
s e géfe&ay t&-nig; career advaiwewetits. 10 put iU crudely,
many hoped to emulate the spectacular careers of the Armenian

Mikoyan, the Georgian Beria (not to speak of Stalin himself) and
-12-
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of such Kremlin Jews as Kaganovich.

In, say, 1930 it would have been reasonable to expect
that the better educated among the non-Russians would become
thoroughly assimilated into a synthetic "Soviet'' identity by
say, 1980. This obviously has not happened. On the contrary, a
process has been underway that can only be described by the clumsy
word "'disaffiliation'. Instead of becoming '"new Soviet men' of
Russified outlook it seems that most Turkic, Iranian and Ibero-
Caucasian intellectuals have instead chosen to lead the national-
consciousness movements of their own peoples; and even the
unbelievers among them share in the cultural, if not spiritual,
revival of Islam. As for the elite Armenians, Georgians and
Jews who were so eager to Russify themselves in the 1930s, their

reversal has been spectacular: in spite of

the total absence of sound statistics, there is ample
evidence to show that these groups, once so well disposed
towards trans-nationalism have instead reaffirmed
their national identities (in the case of the Jews to the point
of seeking emigration in very large numbers; some 250,000
actually left the USSR between 1967 and 1981). ~  And then
finally the peoples absent till 1945, the Estonians, Latvians,
Lithuanians, Poles, Ruthenians, "western" Ukrainians
and the Moldavians (or Romanians) of annexed Bessarabia are
all now pressing their??f;ﬁgglloudly enough to be heard in

the West from time to time.
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Larger than any of these, the Ukrafnian nationality
has also maintained itself as distincc in spite of both
centrally-imposed Russification and a degree of com-
tinuing self-Russification. It is impossibls to deter-
mine to what extent disaffiliation is underway and to
what extent voluntary self-Russification still comn-
tinues, but it is obvious that if Ukrainians were to
reaffirm their distinct national consciousness in the
same degree as the Armenians, Georgians and Jews have
done, that would be .disastrous ) ?rom the

viewpoint of the rulers in the Kremlin.

A world-wide trend of ethnic reaffirmation is now obviously
in evidence, but it is impossible to avoid the judgement that
elite self-Russification has given way to 'disaffiliation',
because non-Russians feel themselves to be much less than equals
in the highest ranks of the Soviet pcwer elite. amorng ordinary
folk as well, nationalist reversion has been given a most cow-
erful impetus by the nationalist restoration of the Russians
themselves. Obviously, non-Russians could scarcely take part

in the glorification of the Russian people and their achievements.

<14




Moreover, their elevation in status as the Soviet Union's ''leading
nationality' has given the Russians some license for the expres-
sion of a sense of superiority over all other nationalities, and
this in turn has cz.sed the latter to fall back on their own
ethnic identity. In the case of the Jews, it is known that a pro-
cess of assimilation already well advanced was interrupted and
then undone by the revival of Russian anti-semitism and indeed

its official sanction during the last years of Stalin and again
after 1967. Ultimately, it was inevitable that the public reas-
sertion of Russian rational pride would evoke competitive reaction
5, all other nationalities; a viscious circle has been engendered
in which non-Russian hostility stimulates Russian assertivenes,

which in turn causes resentment.

Stalin had been the Party's expert on nationality ques-

tions before he rose to supreme power and became the Party's

' aApQLt"onuall things. He must have been fully aware of the danger

:hat-the iussian nationalism he unleashed would become powerfully
devisive in peacetime; and in fact even before Berlin fell to his
armies, Stalin tried to restore the primacy of class over nation-
ality. He ordered an end to the anti-German campaign and revived
the pre-1941 distinction between Hitlerites and the good working
people of Germany, and a serious effort was made to force the
Russian-nationalist genie back into the bottle. But an increas-

ingly decrepit Stalin could not accomplish that most difficult

.. -, & hi. successors have lacked
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the capacity or perhaps the will to do so. It is one

from distribution
thing to recall chauvinistic books and filmsd or to

cover up Russian-naticnalist posters with new ones

.

on class-struggle thames, and quite another to restore a con-

- . —— - - -

sistently trans-natiomal attitude throughout a pre-
dominantly Russian bureaucracy of immense size. Once
the Soviet regime lifted the trans-national mask to
reveal the features of Russian supremacism, the conse-
quences could not be undome by merely lowering the mask
once again. Certainly the memory must have been indelible
upon those non-Russians who had truly believed in
the trans-national promise that Lenin had issued.
Besides, the Russians themselves had by then learmed
a new repertoire of words and attitudes formally com-
patible with the official trans-nationmalism but
nationalist and indeed supremacist in tcne and substance.
far

But there is also a’more fundamental cause for
the perpetuation of the nationalist restoration: the
Soviet Union's eccnomic failure. Even as late as the
early 1960s, Soviet leaders weres in the habit of uttering
rather specific promises of high living standards to
come in the near future. Soviet citizens were

then Beiae £old. "hak ZhIr wiold 1ivn F=¢ Sefted 1a. &3y,
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1980 than their western European or their Ameri-
can counterparts. Had the Soviet economy developed as
the Kremlin leaders(and a good many others) had expected
including those Western economists who were forever
comparing high Soviet growth rates with the much more

during
modest growth of the United States a the 1950s , the

Soviet Union would now be in a position to attract the
economically-motivated loyalty of Russians and non-

Russians alike. Though living standards have certainly

improved,- - = 2specially for the more backward Central
today's
Asian and Caucasian populations, A Soviet Union,

cannot possibly present itself as
s - economic advancement--and for the .
themselves
RussiansAleast of all. They are as well-informed of
Western standards of living as the advanced Baltic nation-
alities and the enterprising Armenians, Georgians and
Jews, while at the same time, their own standard of living
is distinctly inferior. 1In the absence of
meat , circuses must be offered instead, and the

most seductive circus of all is the stimulation of

Russian national pride.

There is an even simpler explanation

BT TR o Paem 7 Tadeld T YT B g T e s

Russian nationalism by the authorities: today's Soviet
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rulers are themselves almost all Russians (or Byelo-

russians), in sharp contrast to the truly trans-natiomal
leadership of Stalin's day, when in the nighest echelons
of the Kremlin the Rwussians were merely one nationality

among several.

I .
TP . B ! A =
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Since the promise of a voluntary trans-national
confederation has not been realized, and since it
obviously cannot be a nation-state, today's Soviet
Union must be an empire - that is, a state in which one
nationality dominates the homelands of many. In fact,
the Soviet Union is the ounly remaining multi-national

of any consequence,
empirepexcept for the People’'s Republic of China where,
" however, the non-Han nationalities are demographically

insignificant (even if their homelands account for a

large part of the entire territory).

Moreover, since ) Russification and

have
- voluntary self-Russification A _ been aborted,

Soat empire is not, and will not become, a Russian

empire in the way that the Czar's empire truly was, or
Czars,

the Roman became. In days of the A the rion-Russian

wi¥ionalities counted for so much less in the political realm than

. ; ] Roman case,
in today's Soviet Union. In the A on the other

hand, the political cement of elite Romanisation
very quickly
followedAin the wake of territorial conquest. By that

< .+ _eng .. Drocess the empire of the Romans, or more

specifically the empire created by the leaders of the

'.‘in-.. P.‘. ‘:\'.....h LA~ Aam A - ;':,.(\ :-1...‘,?- ¢ am r\“-‘ma.. reaVer 2, ana
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public culture, in which elites of diverse echnic

the highest .
origin could rise to Alevels of power in all branches
of the state. P.ainly that is not the case in today's
Soviet Union where,to the contrary,
a multi-national revolutionary elite has given way to
a Russian bureaucratic elite. With Lenin's promissory
note now in default, the Soviet Uniqn finds itself con-
fronted by the very force that dissolved all the other
empires that loomed so large in Lenin's day: the

National Idea - and this time it cannot be fought by

any means except for repression pure and simple.




-

II. The Traditional Pattern of Soviet Strategy

The empire of the Russians of our own days is by
far the largest of all empires known to history. But
it is worth recalling that this great expansion took
place largely in the void, or at least at the expense of
weak powers, Except for Peter the Great's en-
counters with the Ottoman empire, it was only in 1812 and
again in 1941-45 that the Russians waged successful war
against an enemy that was unambiguously a first-class
power. In both cases the Russians did not prevail alone,
and it is most doubtful that they could have done so. In
both cases moreover, their victories were won on the
counter-offensive, after their enemies ha§}§§%austed
themselves by stretching their forces and supply lines to
invade deep into the vast space of Russian lands.

With these exceptions, the centuries of successful expan-

sion under the Czars saw Russian colonists moving east into

Siberia and north into Karelia against the feeble opposition of
small tribes, while Russian armies fought against Lithuanian, Polish
and Swedish kingdoms that were never first-class powers, against

the Tatar Khanates and the Ottoman empire in decay, and the Chinese

21




empire at its weak outer peripheries, and against
Caucasian tribes and central Asian emirates lacking in
the modern weapons of the day. 1In spite of the many
vic:&ries in the record of Russian imperial 2xpansion,

we thus find not one case of successiul war deliberactely

launched against a first-class power.

Ever since Peter the Great, the Czars could have
great confidence in their eventual ability to defeat an
enemy - any enemy - that would first deplete its strength
by invading deeply into their immense territories, But

Czars . . ..
the A had good reason to doubt their ability to use mili-
tary power in a deliberate fashionm,to launch successful

offensive warfare against a first-class power.

It is, of course, a commonplace of military cheory
that the defense is stronger than the oEanse strate-
gically as well as tactically, but in the Russian case
there was an unusually great disparity between the very
great defensive strength of the country and its far .
smaller capacity to wage war oifensively against serious

opposition.

Two comoelling raas?vs immediately present them-
[ &2 %
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selves to explain the contrast: the fragility of
autocratic rule, and military backwardness =~ at least as

compared to Western powers, which were the only first-

class powers in contact with Russia - after the eclipse

. of the Mongols and the decline of the Ottoman empire.

The throne of the Czars offered unlimited powers

to its holder but it did not offer security of tenure.
succession
htil - the nineteenth century, .the A was
neither firmly dynastic nor elective but only '"occupa-
tive'". The Czar who would go campaigning in foreign
losing

lands at the head of his troops would risk Athe Kremlin
to a rival claimant unless the outcome was swiftly
successful; and an autocracy knew no substitute for the
ruler himself when it came to an undertaking as great as
an offensive war against a major power. In defending

Russian lands against foreign invaders by contrast, the

problem of legitimacy was greatly alleviated,
since the Czar could remain in the Kremlin. Besides, all sound
nations will rally around their ruler when home and country must

be protected against the foreigner.

For Russia, military backwardness obviously did
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twentieth; and of this backwardness the purely technical

part was in any case the least important. That Russian

weapons might not de quite so well designed, and would certainiy be
more c¢rudely built than those of the most advanced

Western nations scarcely counts for much even in our own

times of most rapid tectmical advancement, and certainly

the difference countad for much less in centuries past

when it might take sixty years for the use of the bayonet

to spread across Europe, and a century or more before a

new musket-firing mechanism would be genmerally lissued.'.

L4

Superior numbers and a military doctrine that recognizes
technical inferiority and specifically seeks to circumvent ig,
can easily obliterate even quite large differences in the
quality of weapons. Just as the clumsiest matchlocks could do
very nicely even against the smarzest flintlocks when the former
were being fired by vast numbers frem Senind the shelter of
redoubts, while the latter were in the hands of Qutnumbered troops
advancing fully exposed to attack, so also the standard Soviet
battle tanks in service in the nineteen-sixties could fight well
by the dozen against outnumbered Western tanks, even if the latter
had better guns and more sophisticated ancillaries; the latter

could have a superior lethal range and a faster racs of engags-

=24~
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ment owing to their fire-control electronics, but Soviet armored
forces could overcome both by closing rapidly to eliminate thé
advanitage of range, and then firing en masse to nullify the higher
rate of engagement of Western tanks. In the Seventeenth century as
in the Twentieth, the purely technical backwardness of the Russian
armies counted for little, since numbers and the right tactics

could easily nullify the differences in weapon performance.

It is, incidentally, interesting to note how readily Wes-
terners explain Russian military successes as the result of sheer
numberical advantage, and how reluctantly they recognize the virtues
of Russian military thought. And yet before there was a Pushkin to
be admired for his poetry, Suvurov had already proved the origin-
ality of Russian military strategy, and of Russian tactics and
operational methods. What Suvurov taught should have been of
great interest to all the armies of his day, but it was most
specifically useful for the Russians themselves -~ for whom his
doctrine offered a way of compensating for technical weakness by
exploiting their numerical strengths and the tenacity and

excellent field-craft of the Russian soldier.

Far more consequential was another sort of back-
wardness that might most loosely be described as "mana-
gerial”. In an economy always comparatively primitive,

in a society where the rulers and the state have always

Teend eo T S el . o 9 L. PRoom oo o= nea
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techniques, talents and subtle arts of running large-
scale organizations well enough to ccmpete with cther

- - mUCh
well-run organizations weradless developed than in the

greater and richer natioms of the West.

In a defensive war waged inside Russia,
simple orders enforced by drastic puﬁishment, improvisa-
tions more or less disorderly, and all the expedients
that come so readily to a people greatly familiar with

large

shortages could suffice to deploytarmies in
the field and keep them supplied. Even less was needed to
sustain the peasants-in-arms that would wage petty war-
fare against the stragglers and outposts of an invading
army. To mount large-scale offensive operations on the
other hand, the advance of the armies must be concerted
by advance planning and by central command rhereaftar;
and supplies must be organized to follow closely in their
wake, move by move and step oy step. Qne talented
commander-in-chief, or even several skilled and cunning
generals cannot suffice to direct the whole complexoperaticn; it
takes organizers and "managers' by the hundreds to do
that. And where in the old pre-industrial Russia would

such men be found? Not among the tailiffs of lathargic

or
; " e 44
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of the " towns, and least of all could they be
drawn from the state bureaucracy, where the deadening
safety of procedure and the arrogance of petty power

combined to strangle managerial talent.

When Czarist Russia did belatedly industrialize
and in a fairly big way, there was more need and more
scope for management of good quality, and for all manner
of organizational talent. But even then,an economy whose
labor and many of whose basic resources were (and are)‘
cheap, and whose products did not have to meet the test
of the free market, would not demand high standards of

efficiency.

Russiait backwardness in management was by no means unique -
it was (and is) the common lot of traditional societies. But it
was the sheer geographic extent of the empire and its land-locked
continental nature (which imposed overland deplo&ment and supply)
that made the 'managerial'' disadvantage so telling. It was the
combination of the empire's geography and the defect of Russian
society that crippled the potentially great military power of
Moscow's rulers when they set out to wage offensive war on a
large scale against serious enemies. Since the lands already
theirs were so vast, great distances had to be covered by the armies

merely to reach the enemy frontier, and this would place a great

burdenl v suppiy lines pooriy managed to begin witn.
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Moreover, the gquality of junior officers is mers impor-
tant on the ofiense than on the defense. 3ince an advancing
army must discover the placing and stance of the enemy as it moves
forward, initiative is raquired down to the junicr levels if the
many small fighting decisicns of each unit are %5 be made swiftly.
That in turn obviously calls for a great number of officers wil- -
ling to act by their own independent judgement, and on their
own responsibility. These qualities are to be sure of great
importance in resisting invasion as well as in invading. But on
the defensive, just to stand and fight is of value, and to
strike at the enemy wheraver he might be is of cumulative value
also. But on the offensive, that is not enough: specific lines
of advance must be followed -- and yet not so rigidly that units
will attack frental positicns which may be safely bypassed, or that
units will move straight across dififcult terrain that hight have
been more easily circumventsd. And of course the zction must be
purposefully concentratad on the offensive: to pursue any of
the enemy whenever and wherever seen would only scatter an army

into many feeble fragments.

0
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For these reasons, the quality of junior officers' leader-
ship and specifically their readiness to act on their own ini-
tiative count for much more on the offensive than on the defen-
sive. It was in this regard that the Russians were at a great
disadvantage. In a society rigidly hierarchical, in which a
most strict conformity to rules and orders is imposed by draconian
sanctions upon a people by no means as naturally disciplined as
some, the habit is easily formed of passing all decisions to
superior authority, whenever it is at all decent to do so.
Certainly the will to take action on one's own responsibility
is more likely to be suppressed than in a more tolerant and
liberal society. In the Czar's days, and till quite recently, the
tactical rigidity that resulted from over-centralization greatly
diminished the offensive power of Russian armies, while having

much less effect on their defensive strength.

When the poverty of Russian management, tactical rigidity,
and the vast distances that had to be crossed to come to grips
with an enemy are taken together, the great disparity between
Russia's strength in defeating invasion and her own weakness in
offensive operations is sufficiently explained. There is a

clear continuity between the debacles of the Russo-Japanese war,
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the catastropnic defeats of 1914 under the last of the Czars,

the Bolshevik failure of August 1920 in fighting the Poles, and
the weakness of Stalin's forces in the 193940 Winter War against
the Finns. In each case, logistic inadeguacy, a lack of tactical
flexibility for want of junior-level initiative, and an unfavor- E
able geography played their varied roles in defeating Russian

aims. And then one may consider how poorly the Jananese or Finns would =

have done in invading Central Russia in 1904 or 1939, respectively,

or the poor showing of the Poles in 1920.  Two of those

; B nations held back; others less pru-
dent did not. ° On the defensive, Russia would
always ultimately defeat her ememy - then advance . to
drive the invader out, and finally to invade in turm,
making easy conquests against armies already

defeated.

offensive warfare
The pattern of defensive- A that created the

greatest empire on earth under the Czars was reproduced

& -

very faithfully in the Second World War, or the
Great Patriotic War - as it is most significantly called
in the Soviet Union. It is the enemy that attacks firse,

: & P : Germany -
and most successfully in this case; ",  Lorzes invade
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with Leningrad besieged, Moscow threatened, and Kiev
occupied. The plans that the Russians had made

turn out to be grossly inappropriate, and extra-
ordinar} incompetence is revealed at all levels of

command with absurd and self-destructive orders being

nevertheless obeyed. Huge losses of men and of terri-
tory are the result. But then the enemy army finds

along
itself thinned out .A the front since Russia's width
increases from West to East as the Baltic and the
Black Seas curve outwards. ' The enemy's
lines of supply are more and more stretched, and it is
harder and harder for his stock of vehicles to re-

A The few
supply the receding front. 4highways and railways are

3 widely separated and the vast tracts of country
between them cannot truly be dominated, Local resisters

and stranded soldiers can thus combine safely to form

many little armies that begin to wage guerilla war on the
and | J . attacks and their sabotage add to

long«thin lines of supply. Their 4 the breakdcwns

that bad roads and over-use inflict, so that fewer and

fewer vehicles remain to feed a front thatis still becoming

wider and is still receding.

New Russian armies are now created, with new

S AF AESImgy  CoRTRd k0 BATels e Soanesl - @ ff REEas
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realism, and new methods mostly learmed from the enemy.
Manned by the many recruits that even the remain-
unoccupied .
ing half ofARussia has to offar, equipped by the
industry that was already in remote safety or which
new e’ ' "

was there evacuated, the 5 armies find their schooling
in combat and begin to resist better, and then to
counter-attack. The enemy who has triumphantly ad-
vanced is now captured by his conquests- every-

he is his whole array is : "
wherefweak andAover-extended. Only two choices remain
to him: the abrupt withdrawal that would be inexpli-
cable back home where all the territory won is seen

as true

as proof of strength rather thanAthedcause of weakness

fast to
it 1s; or else to stand A hold a defensive front

under the constant threat of penetrations ar:dencircle-
ments. In gsuch cilrcumstances there are no longer any
good seasons for combat in Russia: if spring, there is
thegﬁﬁh that traps vehicles and exhaustsi§g§§h%%.sumner,
there is the surprising heat, with no relief in 2
flat country which SO0 becomes dusty and insect-ridden;
if autumn, mud again; if winter, there is the snow and
ice, but mainly the cold that reaches spectacular
extremes. In his weakness, the enemy 1s driven back
step by step, so that he is too exhausted to defend

| . . i fatress
B3 via nicial suuutiess whea cuese are resacaed A

his armies are
if he stands, A surrounded and destroyed;
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and enemy units may simply disperse, to be rounded up by Russian
soldiers if they are lucky or killed by outraged peasants if

they are not.

invading
Whatever the fate of the#soldiers, that of the
power that sent them is as bleak. Those new-made Russian
armies will not simply go home once the invader is beaten
.. 7= the war is won. Some net gain of territory or poli-
-*rissorcontrol must ensue. It was by the accumulation
-y such gains, rather than by original aggressions that
expanded in the West
the Czars' empire was 1 and in 1945 dtalin added to
their legacy by winning a war that he did not start,

except im the Far East where a Japan

ARG beaten was swiftly dislodged from

But even in the wake of the large and successful
- wff._.sives of the latter years of the Second World War
(and the invasion of Manchuria was technically the most
successful of all), the Soviet leaders still had good
their
reacon to lack confidence in the ability of A armed

"~ .+ ro mount offensive actions on a large scale and

of precise and swift execution. Soviet forces could win

hattloe 1orme cnd mmall ke b sy rvhae she L A aans
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i superiority in materiel, only when mass could be employed in
place of quality, and only when time and spaca allcwed scope for

such Brute-forca methods.

To be sure, there was nothing crude about Soviet theater- . .
strategy atter 1942, or about the cperational methed for armorsd
warfare, which were fully developed by 1%44. By then experienced
command skills at the top (along with mass) could fully compen-
sate for the still rigid and pendercus tactics of the single
regiments and divisions. But this remaining disability meant
that Soviet forces could still not be employed successfully
to ca?ry out swift operations of the sort that would require
high levels of technical proficiency and qualities of command
down to the junior level. The Soviet Union could have mounted
a large-scale invasion of Western Europe, but its forces could
ﬁot have carried out swift interventions or surprise aggressions
where mass cannot de substicuted for quality. This operational
shortcoming obviously circumscribed the naturs of the thresat which
the Soviet Union could present, sven if the total quantum of its

military power was already very great indeed.

- e e e s E——— S e — o o ——— & pe—— . - oo o




ITI. THE NEW DYNAMICS OF THE SOVIET EMPIRE: FROM OPTIMISM TO
PESSIMISM

From the day of its birth in Lenin's coup d'etat of No-
vember 6, 1917 (October by the old calendar) and until very
recently indeed, the Soviet regime has been fundamentally

optimistic, albeit for reasons that have varied over time.

At first, the Bolsheviks were optimistic about the
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future even in the midst of famine and civil war be-

quite , : . :
cause they werecertain that revolutions similar to
Germany and the

their own would socn break out injoche? induscrialized

countries. This ewpectation was reflected in the con-
; ., fRew-made

duct of lenin'sAgovernment towards the Central Powers,

whose armies were pressing hard against a disinte- .

grating Russian front at the time of the coup d'etat.

When a peace conference was convened in Brest-Litovsk
on December 3, 1917, the Bolshevik delegaticn under

was orderad to
TrotskyAemploy delaying tactics with the Germans and
Austro-tungarians,K in the belief that revolution would

) actually

overtake those countries not just soon but A In a
matter of days or we=2ks. It was only at the end of
February, 1918, when the Germans resumed their advance
to penetrate deeply into Russian territory that Lenindecided
L2 their terms, But this did not
mean that the estimatz of imminent revclution had been
abandoned, (n the contrary, Lenin's readiness to
surrender huge territories including Poland, the Baltic

] much of the _ even {n
provinces,Alkraine, Finland andathe Caucasus - very
much more than the Germans had actually conquered - was

due to his Helisf chac che loss would soon be restorad 2 Iy

by the emergzence of a Iracernal 2olshevilk Germany

-37-
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(and indeed his concessions were reversed, but only by the Allied

victory in November'. l

During its first years, the Bolshevik regime could easily
sustain belief in the imminence of world revolution. The mutin-

ies and soldiers' ''Soviets' in the French army and the German

navy (which were imitated briefly in other armies also, albeit

on a smaller scale), the sharp rise in political agitation by

+ yad. ~unicrists and assorted socialists and revolutionaries

- Giroughout Europe and beyond, and the actual Bolshevik uprisings

in Germany and Hungary that briefly brought to power Soviet-style
regimes, inspired the world-wide 'red scare' of 1919-20, and

they could also inspire red hopes.

By the time this first reason for optimism had waned,

anather had come to take its place. If the political millenium

would have to wait an ' eccnomic revolution could still be

accomplished. Central planning would allow the Soviet Union

to achieve rapid economic growth towards an unprecedented pros-
peLily, thus eventually offering an irresistibly attractive
model which all other countries would eventually have to copy.
Not itself part of the Marxist inheritance but rather the
offspring of the systems of economic control invented in

bnth Germany and Britain during the great war
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just ended (which had made cossible the huge and indeed utterly
improbabie increases in war-sroduction of the Two countries),
the diraecticn of the =2concmy by central planning seemed an inno-

vation of epic preoportions to the Soviet lezaders.

From the inauguration of the first Five-Year Plan in 1928, - @

the course seemed to be set for the achievement of high and |
sustained ratss of growth that would eventually allow the Soviet
Union to overtake avery other econcmy and move far zhead. 4nd
this great result was to be achieved by a method remarkably
simple: the state would apgropriate all production allowing a
minimum for personal consumption; the surplus would be used not
to build factories and equip farms t;~produce consumer geeds and
food, but rather to expand the economy's energy supply, railways
and other basic infrastructuress but above all to increase the
output of ''producer'’ goods. But continuing to provide cnly a
minimum of resources for immediate consumpticn whiie investing
the maximum in machine-tools to make yet more machine-tools,

the stage would eventually be reached wnen a greatly enlarzed
Soviet industry could turn to produce equipment to mzke consumer
gocds and farm machinery in great quantities; then the Soviet

consumer would finally snjoy an unprecedentad abundances.

Cnly three things were needed to ensurs the success of

the scheme: the control of all capital by the statz so that the

-30.
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long-term growth priorities could be enforced; the enthusiasm
of the public or at least the willingness of all to work for very

little while awaiting the great day; and peace.

rThe first . requirement. was so easily
achieved in industry and commerce that its extension to
agriculture seemed at least feasible if not easy.

in general

Factory owners and . . businessmenAhad either
fled abroad or else they had been reduced to a frightened
silence. The peasants, it is true, were very much in
place and now the owners of the lands they tilled, but
just as the factories had been '"'collectivized", the
peasants too would have to give up their petty rights of
ownership to form colketives. To do this was not a
matter of ideology but rather an essential part of the
whole scheme: the surplus production to be used for
investment would largely have to come from the land,

and the state bureaucracy could scarcely squeeze all there

was from millions of independent farms, Hence the
into

peasants would have to be organized A large units wunder party control

production

. b th .
so that their 4 could be more easily extracted A W Sete

hat

all . .
followed, of course, werepthe miseries and massacres of
forced collectivization which opened a wound which

has turned out to be incurable.

ey me ot
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immediate reward, was to be met by a2 combination of inspiring
propaganda and police tarror. Films, postars, bocks and songs
explained the scheme and harnessed the enthusiasm of the voung for
the great projects that were the canterpieces of the plan; the

competitive spirit was axploitsd in production

‘racas" between
work-teams and factories; nigh achievers were given cerscnal
recogniticn in medals and publicity -- in sum all the tricks of
political propaganda and all the devices of ccmmercizl prcmotion
were exploitad in wave after wave of exhortaticn. 4s for the
terror, that tco was thorougnly done: shirkers wers imprisoned,
"'saboteurs'' wera shot and tens of millions of peasants were
collectivized by brutal compulsicn. Propaganda and police were
in themselves diversions from the prcduction effort; but to the
extent that producticn could be 2nhanced and consumption squeezed
further, the resources given to the CHEKA and the Agit-Prop would

handscmely pay for themselves.

The third requirement, peace, was a functicn of interna-
ional politics, which was beyond the axclusive control of the
Kremlin leader who otherwise controlled so much, but Stalin did
what he could. A major war would inevitably interrupt the Soviet
Union's steady ascent to the centrally-planned millenium -- the
key to its eventual world-wide political bictory -- and thus the
Soviet Union followed a genuine peace policy, at least until

1939,

The prospect of an impending accnomic supramacy served o
maintain the fundamental optimism of the Soviet lezdership for

several decades. perhaps until as late as the end of the
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nineteen-sixties. But then finally it must have been recognized
in the Kremlin that the perpetuation of the central-planning system,
in effect a special kind of war economy, could not after all serve
as the reliable highway to prosperity. Until the end of the nine-
teen;sixties, the ravages of the war -- and before that the ori-
ginal poverty of the Russian empire -- could serve as plausible
excuses, not only for their propaganda, but for the rulers them-
selves. But after forty-odd years of central planning the great
intellectual discovery was made, if only gradually and perhaps
never completely: that central planning could indeed serve well

in wartime to produce arms and amunition in response to fixed
specifications and quantity targets, but that it could not channel
the right amounts of the right resources into the very many, very
varied and always changing paths of peacetime economic development.
In sector after sector, the Soviet system strives to produce

more old-type goods even as radically new ones have already appeared
on the world scene; it is not that too little is produced, but
rather that the wrong things are produced: adding machines,

even in the greatest number, cannot compete with digital computers
any more than great quantities of cast iron can substitute for

the right amounts of the right kinds of plastic. The very

visible symptom of the Soviet economic failure was the slow

rate of innovation, but the cause was the very structure of the

system itself.

The other discovery of the late nineteen-sixties was
equally sinister: in the sike of huge investments in agricul-

ture, a fundamental structural malady was revealed there also.
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Under Stalin's policy, Soviet farming has been starved of machinery and
fertilizers; it was natural therefors to prasume that given greaat
quantities of Soth, all would be well. 3ut when Scviet agricul-
ture did finally raceive vast rasourcas, it turned out that

there was a Zar mors intractable obstacle to an zdequate produc-
tivity: the stats of the peasantry, which collactivization iaad
long before deprived of the will to work carefully and well.
Soviet agriculture absorbs more than seven times as much inwvest-
ment as its American counterpart but the return on that investment
is spectacularly low: Gtetween 1950 and 1977 the capital stock of
Soviet agriculture increased 11.9 times to yield an increase in

output of 250%. At present added investment yields almost nothing.

The world is full of dissatisfied ccnsumers and the pros-
pect of an indefinite delay in delivering the long-prcmised abun-
dance to the Soviet consumer was the least part of the regime's
predicament. The decline in the rat2 of growth was far more
serious for in the Soviet case, uniquely, economic failure under-
mines the very legitimacy of the ragime. The welfars of two 2ntire
generations had been ruthlesssly sacrificaed to the pursuit of
econcmic supramacy, the declarad goal of Soviet ﬁational stra-
tegy since 1928 and the consequences of disappointing long-stcked
expectaticns were awescme. Palliatives such as the importation
of Western technology, excuses old and new, and grim forecasts 1
of an impending gre=act degcressicn in the capitalist world could
all serve to raduce the immediate zclitical damage, 2ut cb-
viously the ragime cculd no longer remein optimistic on 2con-
anic grounds. Instead of overtzking the advanced economies,

the Soviet econcmy was itseif being overtaken.

~43-

- e - — B am s (w4 e e e - ————  — - e Cmdn s e e = e eam t  Sesmmi G me W o e e m— o o




Imperialism: The Last Stage of Soviet Optimism

Once again.the waning of one hope coincided
with the birth of another of a radically different
sort. 1f the Soviet Union could no longer hopé to con-
quer the world by the novel method of becoming its

irresistibly successful economic and social model, it

instead
could A pursue the lesser but still grandiose aim

of becoming the world's leading military power. By sheer
chance, the belated recognition of economic failure by the

Soviet leaders at the end of the nineteen-sixties happened to

coincide with the beginning of the abrupt and phenomenal decline of the
military .
United States as a , power. Already great in abso-
lute terms, the decline was yet greater in comparison
with the Soviet Union: while the armed strength of the
United States was consumed both morally and materially
was ]

in unsuccessful warfare, andathen diminished by further by budgetary
reductions

year after year till at least 1976, the Soviet Union

was steadily enhancing its capital of miiitary equipment

(in quality above all) and also of sound expertise.

During the same periocd, the authority of the United
States on the world scene was relentlessly eroded by violent social

disarray, by the perceptible loss of nerve of its policy elite.
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and by the sublic attack ugon all the instituticns of ~ower.

All this engendered a fatal lack of tenacity in imerican conduct

oversaas, which cuitimatad in the outright atandonment of three

dependent statas. The damage was then further compounded v a

foreign policy of indecision, renunciation, and sutright recreac,
which continued for several years after the final defsat sufferad

in Indochina. During that same pericd, the Soviet Union in con-

trast reaffirmed its strength and determination by forceful action

in Czechoslovakia (which, it was socn notad, evcked no lasting

sanction) and then procesded to broaden the range of its influence;

always a great gower it became for the first time a global power

also. While American prestige was sinking, the Soviet Union was

gaining in authority from the rzliable, if grim continuity of
its policies. Moreover, as an inevitable consequence of the

Strategic Arms Limitation negotiations, the Soviet Union also

received a full and formal recognition of its co-squal status as a

superpower -- also for the first time.

As a result of these sharply divergent trends, thers could

be no dcubt in whose favor the zlobal balanca was

shifting during the ninetesen-seventies, and neither localized
setbacks, such as the loss of Egypt as a client, nor all the
varied consequencaes of Chinese hostility could alter the funda-
mental fact that the Soviet Unicn was emerging as the world's

leading military ccwer.

The Soviat Union thus found itself in the ainetzen-

seventies much mors powerful
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and also distinctly poorer than its leaders could reason-
ably have predicted even a mere decade before. It was thus
only natural tﬁat the goal of economic supremacy, which
had become utterly unrealistic, should have given way to
the ﬁursuit of imperial power ' .. as the new
dominant aim of Soviet national strategy.

This momentous change was of pervasive effect

especially because it converged with the other great transformation

the restoration of Russian nationalism. One must exer-
cise great care in trying to understand such
complicated _matters and their yet more complicated
implications, but one thing is immediately obvious:
while the pursuit of economic supremacy was fully consis-
tent with the aspirations of all the nationalities of
the empire, and those of the client-states too,

the pursuit of imperial pri-
macy on the world scene could only be a source of genuine
satisfaction to the Russians themselves.

Had the Soviet Union become a voluntary confeder-
ation as Lenin had once hoped, all its natiomnalities
might have shared in the psychic rewards of imperial
status; to some extent, this might have been true even
if only the highest leadership itself had remained
trans-national, as in Stalin's day. But in a

CUVALL wiaUli BU Cleacay —w-eG DY Kuss.alls, the members urpotner nativn-

-46-




alities must regard themseives zs subjects, and they can hardly
gain much satisfacticn from the srostect of axpanding further <he

imperial domzin of the Russizn zeopls.

Actually the novel pursuit of imperial power may te a new
cause of rasantment to.che non-ussians. Wwonen the Soviet (Uniecn
was still giving its highest oriority to industrializaticn and
growth, the sacrifices imposed on the population would be less
painful in the degree that they offered the prosgecz of a happy
future for coming generaticns. Many Russians, and perhaps most,
might still willingly accept sconcmic sacrifice for the sake of
increasing yet further the pcwer of a Soviet state that has be-
come so clearly 2 Russian empire. But that cannot de so for the
other nationalities. ror the non-Russians, the pursuit of ex-
ternal power with all the military expense that it entails, and
all the aid given to the menagerie of radical Third-World statss,
must meraly seem a cause of their poverty; many, no doubt, be-
lieve it to be the l2ading cause. All Soviet citizesns, Russians
and non-Russians alike zare, certainly, well awars of how graatly
their standard of living nas improved during the last thirty
years or so. On the other hand, they also know that the peoples
of all other industrialized countries (including their cwn

client-states) enjoy a much higher standard of living than
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themselves. It is a fair guess that the non-Russians are much
more likely to blame military expenditures, and the cost of sup-
porting overseas dependencies such as Cuba, South Yemen and Viet-
nam for the stringencies so vividly manifest in their daily

lives.

There is also one additional factor. While the restora-
tion of Russian nationalism long preceded the advent of the new
era of Soviet imperialism {and indeed it was virtually a precon-
dition of the great change) the two phencmena reinforce one
another. The success of the Soviet Union as a power on the world
scene stimulates the Russian national prids, and incidentally
encourages all those manifestations of chauvinism that must un-
failingly evoke the reactive nationalism of the non-Russians;
on the other hand, Russian national pride encourages further the
striving to globalize Soviet power. To the extent that the non-
Russians do not in fact share in the psychic rawards of ampire,
the rise of Soviet power tends to antagonize the non-Russians,
who pay their full share of the cost. Thus for both economic
and psychological reasons, the new primacy given.to external
aggrandizement intensifies ethnic tensions inside Soviet
society. The failure to fulfill the original trans-national
promise is basic, but its consequences must be aggravated by the
present direction of Soviet policy. This is the link between the

last phase of optimism, and the advent of pessimism.
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The Advent or vessimisi

If the Soviet lszdars astimatad during &

nineteen-seventies :that the United States was in sharp

_ that it was
decline as a2 world power and perhapspcestined o rceve

to isolaticnism, sneirg would have been a pardcnable
error. True, many . social indicacors -- and

election of 1568 above all =-- proved conclusively

the

that for all the anti-war agitations and all the riots,

-

the great majority of the American people remained

firmly conservative and deeply patriotic. But gsuch

sentiments Sould only guarantee political stability at

home, not activism abroad. A foreign policy of

substance and action requires much more: not just the

vague approval of the gemeral public, Sut rather the
L specific support of Congress and of the media

res chat influence Congrassicnal

(U

e

and policy el

dealinzs wish for
3

(]
o
[

. .k . in turn,. . & 4
be forthcoming if those elites arejgconrident of them-

+ .

ffairs. And such support <& only

A E - . _dmerican :
selves and of the ability of thejgovernment as a wnole

by the early ninetaen-seventies
was much evidenceAto support the predicrcion that the

2

to act wisely overseas. And on both counts there

United States would indeed recrezac Irom the world scemne,

if only graduallys,

While outright isolationism had never truly been

o [}
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the American stance and never would be by choice, in view of the
retreat from globalism manifest by, say, 1972 it would have been
reasonable to forecast that the cerimeter of serious American
concern would soon be rastricted to Western Europe, Japan and
possibly the Middle East, in aﬁdition to the western hemisphere.
Similarly, while the United States would not of course disarm,
the trends pointed to a great reduction in American military

strength, particularly in regard to forces for distant inter-

0 )

Had the United States been confronted by evidence of a
sharply diminished Soviet military erfort, a responsive decline
in American defense expenditures would have been inevitable since
the procedures of Congressicnal budget-making for defense mean
that every American military ''program' must be cast as a response
:; - g <..1et '"'threat'; had the overall ''threat'' diminished
‘e aefense budget would have declined alsn. But all procedures
a5ide, such an outcome would have been consistent with the im-

plicit nationai strategy of the United States, in which

~h. toreign-policy instruments of choice are economic,

technological, and cultural, while military power is

merely the instrument of necessity. The reaction of

Sovriet leaders to the great decline in American military
z-? foreign policy activism was naturally entirely

different. For them,the accumulating evidence that

A 4 . - . ‘. - k| © .-y} %o~ . 3 " - .
Amapson ¢ (. . % - - RS I . . . - oy »
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ment to yet more activism overseas since now their 2IZorzs would
no longer be countsred, as in the past, by American reacticns.
Moreover, since military gower must Se the primary instrment of
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ciking as it is in 2ccnomic laver-
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age, cultural influenca and sccial sprpeal, the zappropriace re-

<1
M

spcasa to :the decline of American milicary power was to increase
the Soviet as much as possible. With the gzoal of zachieving 2
clear primacy in military power at least within reach -- as it
could never Te when the Unitsd Starss was sericusly competing,
the incentive to 2nhanca the strangth of the Soviet armed forces
was very greatly incrsased. In the past, some Kremlin leazders
could argue that the inevitable dmerican response would scen de-
prive the Soviet Union of whatever advantage cculd Se gzained by
additional military spending; but cnce it became clear that

the Americans wculd not seriocusly respend, all had to agree that
it was indeed worthwnile 2o make that axtra effert.

If£ the brocad impliiczticn of czhe Zforscast of american
decline was that mcra Sovier military expenditurs was warranted,
the specific implication was that more efforz sh wuld be devotad
to the increase of lcng-range intarventicn capabilicies, espe-
cially the Soviet surface navy as well as airlifc capacity, both
for diract Russian use and also to coavey Cuban and ocher client
forces usable ovarseas. The American ratreat thus creacad a
poweriul added incantive o globalize Soviac power. 3¢ long as

the United Statas still had almost cne thousand warships, zany
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Soviet flotilla sent far from Soviet shores would be dwarfed by
Aner?can naval forc-s on the scene; but if a greatly diminisned
dmerican Navy was to be expected, an increased Soviet naval
effort would become profitable, since in the future the Soviet
navy would actually be able to outmatch its declining counter-
part. What was true for the Soviet navy was valid for Soviet
military in general: once a goal previously teyond reach becomes

attainable it is bound to evoke an added effort.

By the beginning of the nineteen-seventies, it seemed that
the Soviet Union could indeed lock forward to the day when it
would beccme the world's greatest military power, and its only truly
global power. A global reach for the Soviet Union would not
of course mean global demination; nor could the Soviet
Union attain a perfect, preclusive; security since the
United states -- and not only the United States -- would
still retain control of weapons of mass destruction.
But certainly, even with such inevitable limitatioms,

for the Soviet leaders

+-> s-hievement of a global primacy could justifyAall
the costs and all the risks of the pursuit of imperial
power.

Matters did not turn out as so many, almost cer-

- ) .'~cluding the Soviet leaders, had believed they

would. By 1976, if not before, a net majority of the

Amaricar -+ TS had AVl eVr ppdneatod Eha caneale A f eh
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media and foraign-policy elites, which remained largely inimical

to the restoraticn of an activist Ioraign poiicy, and 5 the ra-

i a0 : C NI Sp
rangth. et im faithful

habiltitaticn of American military

(7]
r

-

rerlec:;cn of public opinicn, Congress began to prass with in-
creasing succass for higher dafense spending, and by 1977 a Presi
dent of contradictory impulses found himself compelled to spend
more cn defanse than he might have wished, quite unable to pro-

ceed with nis declarsd intent %o disengage {rom Xorea and forced

to maintain 2 greatar imerican Navy than he desired.

Strategy is made of paradox, ircny and contradiction and
it was only natural in that unnatural realm that it was the So-
viet attempt to exploit the favorable trand that caused its abrupt
reversal. In more detached fashicn, it can be said that a Soviet
national strategy necessarily bYased con military gower (in the
absence of any other comparative advantage) evckad a competitive

reaction from the mitad Statas, whose swn national stragacy

would otherwise have given less weight to that particu-
i 1 £ LCP u it o=t jnited States has
lar instrument of policy,6 in which the Unit Stat
a comparative disadvantage .
By 1980 matters had evolved to the point where it

was clear that the United States would soon be competing

in full force, voch in the duilding of armamencs and in
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the activism of its foreign policy. Finally, by the
beginning of 1981, the Soviet Union was presented
with solid evider.ce of American determination to regain
a global primacy in wuilitary power in the budget plans
that a new Administration unveiled and which Congress
would obviously suppg}gaig%gwgzugﬁre, no conceivable
increase in American defense expenditures could gain any
sort of superiority in continental land-warfare forces,
but for the strategic-nuclear and naval forces that
-was a perfectly feasible goal. Soviet ballistic missiles
could not be usefully outmatched in quantity or
even in quality, but they could be outclassed by the
development of weapons of radically new form; and if
Soviet submarines would still deny a true naval
supremacy to the United States, its surface fleet at
least could regain a clear ascendancy over the Soviet.
As for continental land warfare, in which the ccmbin-
ation of powerful Soviet ground forces, large anti-
aircraft forces and less impressive tactical air forces
would certainly remain stronger than the American com-
bination of strong tactical airpower and weak ground
overall
forces, theAstrategic context made any direct compari-
sons irrelevant since the United States would not con-

fron* the K¢+ Taioan alane, 't «arhap in allisnco with
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many other countrias in dDoch Zurope and Zast Asia. The axcepticn
of course, and of grzat significance, is the regicn of the

- "

Persian Gulf, wheres the Unizad States has vital intar-
ests but lacks capable allies of any genuine military capacisy.

P

2 Soviet

=

It is true, of course, that an optimisc
observer could find good reasons to discounc thke
strength of the countries which would be associated with
the United States in a continental conflict. In wester
Europe, such allies as have well-equipped armies are

the most vulnerable and therzfors the least rasolute;
other allies deploy forces wnich are mostly made of ill-equipped
infantry, and much larger in form than substance, and other still,

who do have forces of
Ahigh quality, are weakened by shortages of

modern equipment. As for East Asia, Japan for all its
industrial capacity is still quite unable to protect her
vital sea lanes or even the ccuncry itseli, while
the Peopla’s Republic of China for all its millions of
militiamen and soldiers could not protect more than a
part of its territory against Soviet invasion, and nhas no
significant offensive strength. That fact, and the
parallel inability of the European alliance o staée any

-

serious orffan ast the Soviat Union mean that oS

e

ve aga

e

China and Westarn Zurope cculd net assist cne another

if either were attacked.
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But as against all these undoubted weaknesses and defi-
ciencies in the array of American alliances there is the simple
fact that the Soviet Union is now encircled by enemies. Scme are
nossessad of real military strength, even if of limited dimensions;
others have at least the aconcmic potential to acguire great mili-
tary power in the future; and three of the antagonists of the
Soviet Union have nuclear weapons, in addition to the United
States itself. dAmericans may judge the British, French, and
Chinese nuclear forces now aimed at the Soviet Union as techni-
cally weak in various ways and of insignificant size, but they
would not treat them lightly if they were aimed at the United States.

A classic paradox of strategy has been at work to the disadvantage

of the Soviet Union: when a powerful country beccmes yet more

powerful, its strength may drive the very weakest of its neigh-
bors into a frightened neutrality or outright client status, -
but neighbors marginally more secure will instead be stimulated
to build up their own strength, and to ccoperate with cne ancther
against the great antagonist that threatens them all. The

Soviet Union is.thus the true author of its own encirclement.

An optimism based on the hope of échieving an
imperial primacy need not give way to regime pessimism
merely because of the global reaction to the Soviet
pursuit of global power - a reaction natural and inevi-
table and by no means sufficient in itself to deny the
Soviet Union what it so assiduously seeks. 4s for the great

reversal in the substance of American military policy
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manifest by 1981 that indeed was rather mors abrupt and entailad

a more powerful re-armament than could have been expectad aven

)

a year =ariier, Zuct on the other aand, past axperience ard cur-
rent eccncmic Ioracasts both suggest that the upsurge in imerican
military spending will not Se sustained

for mora than a Zew vears. That, to be sure, would

suffice to deprive the Soviet Union of a great part of

-

the gains it achieved in the military compecition

®

during the 1970s, but the relative position of the
Soviet Union would still show a very great improvement

as compared to, say, 1967.

Just as it did in the nineteen-sixties, when the United
States was moving ahead in many areas of the military competi-
tion, the Soviet Union could now eep up its own armament effort,
and rely on the superior tesnacity of the long-lived Kreml}n leaders
to overzome 2wentually the 2ffacts of the tamporary dmerican up-
surge. Similarly, the Soviet Union cculd count cn the continuing
growth of iis gower to dissclve the Iragils alliances that were
engendered Dy its past military growti. For the upkeep of
alliances 2gainst a rising threac will only persist if that threa:
falls within a middle range. If the threat is smell, there will
obvicusly be no sufficient reason to overcome all the natural di-
versities that pull allies apart, but if the threat is so graat
that any attampt at a joint defense saems futile, then =20 the

alliance will collagse. In that circumsczancs dislematic

5P
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conciliation -- that is appeasement -- will seem the wiser choice,

certainly less costly and perhaps less dangerous also.

Counting on "he inconsistency of the great and ever-~
turbulent American demccracy, and on its readiness to turmn away
from activism overseas to domestic concerns as scon as some ’
foreign venture proves to be disappointing, the Kremlin leaders may
persevere in their long-term military program and in their for-
eign policy which seeks, as always, to separate the United States

from its allies, clients and friends.

By the classic paradox of strategy the new American effort i
to restore a tolerable balance of military power which should
eventually consolidate the alliance offers in the meantime great
opportunities for Soviet diplomacy to divide the alliance.;_f_ the United States

remains firm in its intent, and if it is successful in

its major military prcgrams and if the alliances are
kept together in the interim, then a reconstructed

balance of power will emerge by the end of the 1980s,

in which the Soviet advantage in land power will

once again be offset by the strength on land of cohesive allies
and by American (and allied) advantages in strategic-nuclear

and naval capabilities. It was on that asymmetry that the overall

military balance of the entire post-war era was based, and it was the
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decline of American strength at sea and in stratagic-auclear
forces that destapilized the balance of military power during

the ninetsen-seventies. f

The opportunity Zor Sovier diplemacy o divide the [nite
Statss frem ics allies arises because ailiss made imsacura by the
diminished strengch of their protactor must ncw be expesaed to zll
the stresses of the new policy of rsarmement aven while being still ol
in the stats of weakness created by the American policies of the
recent past. So long as the Western Alliance was drifting gently
into an increasing weakness, with Soviet-imerican arms ccntrol
talks underway to relieve anxisty and offer hopes of a costless
stability, the Alliance could be as ccmfortable as a patient
drifting into a come under heavy sedation. UNow the patient is
being told to rise and work, znd all the unfelt wounds inflicted
in the past begin %o hurt.
Insofar as the American rearmament is strategic-
nuclear, it raises the fear

that the Sovisc Union will Se tempted to exploit its

present  advantage to make permanent gains, be-
gl a%rat=01c-uuclea: '
fore the advent or4powerru1 American‘forces  imposes once again

full
thedrestraints of deterrence upon Soviet conduct. In-

american - Y il 4 ] "
sofar as thedrearmament is "conventiomal’, it musz
as well, v
impose increased defense costs on the allies A since

each
in some degress or other cuevﬂwi have =0 make thelir

gestures towards sharing the burden. As for rearmament
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in the middle categorv of forces, the tactical and "theater"

nuclear weapons, that places a special stress on the politics of

the European ailies because in being forced to think of those weapons
they are confronted by the strategic predicament that they strive

so greatly to forget: an alliance which relias for its protection
more on deterrence than on defsnse obtains security more cheaply,

but at a correspondingly greater risk of catastrophe. In due

course, the fruits of the new American policy should greatly
reassure European opinion, but in the meantime costs, risks

and stresses all increase -- while the benefits of added secu-

rity are not yet forthcoming.

If the Soviet leaders were still optimistic about the
long-term future of their system they could therefore see advan-
tageous prospects in Europe, and elsewhere too for that matter.
In East Asia, the fundamental poverty of China guarantees an equally fundamenta’l
military weakness, and this in turn
A keeps open the possibility of forcing by threats a reversal of

Chinese policy, from hestility to cenciliacicn. Certainiy there
is no solid base of security for Chinese foreign policy, which
constantly affronts and provokes the Soviet Union even while
having no adequate shield of deterrence or defense. In the mean-
time, the basic conditions that make Chinese politics so unstable
will continue in being. Optimistic Soviet observers may thus
calculate that sooner or later a leadership less ill-disposed

to the Soviet (nion will emerge in Peking, if only because

the present opening to the West entails cultural intrusions
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that must in scme degree srcde the very rfoundaticns of China's

totalitarizanism.

+ Soviet lezdars who werzs still optimistic zould also see
ample opportunities in the rest of Zast Asia, Ior 2ach country of

that ragion is gcor or insecurs or iatarnaily unstable, or ail

of those things. Japan is the excaption but sven in her case it

is clear enougnt that the continued industrial svolution of that
country on present ilines is unlikely, for it would eventually
lead to the elimination of the entire industry of the United
States and Western Zurcpe-- a thing most unlikaly to be tol-
erated. And it is caly the Soviet Union that offers an altar-
native as a potentizl large-scale buyer of both consumer and
producer goods, in exchange for raw materials, including

perhavs oil and gas re-sxgorted from the Middle tast.

And so the survey could zo on, frcm country to country

and regicn to ra9icn to find sverywhere causes of weskness znd

disarray which afiord -scope for a Soviet diglicmacy which offars

security and suprvort 0 its clients and wnich prasents a meany-

sided threat to those who resist its offar.

But to sustain optimism atout the long-term competition
with the United Statss and about the internaticnal scene more
generally, the Soviet leadership must first remain optimistic

about the ZIutura of Mankind has a grazat capa-

e
or

S Ownl systam.

optimism aven in sircumsiances

ri,

city to remain in a2 stat

w

Q

(’1

most adverse, but it is difficult to see now the successors of

e prasdile gooONlLelfaCy Wiee -ULES TN B Mfiliii waia Le able Lo

remain optimistic about the future of the regime. The Soviet
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economy is perceptibly falling behind, and the entire demograpnic
base is changing in a way which is ultimately incompatible with
the continued Russian domination.

4

The members of the gerontocracy now still in power may be
excused if they fail to see what lies shead for the Soviet sys-
tem. The old men of the Kremlin who can locok back on the aston-
ishing rise of Soviet fortunes must find it very hard to see the
future in a gloomy light. Their very long careers began during
the grim terror of the purges; they survived the sinister tragedy
of Hitler's war, in which the fortunate among the Soviet popula-
tion survived in extreme misery and semi-starvation, while those
less fortunate died by the million. Most who must vividly re-
member the phencmenal hardships of those years can hardly be
greatly worried by the diminishing rate of increase in Soviet
per-éapita consumption.* Men who lived through the days when
German guns could be heard in the streets of Moscow will scarcely
be alarmed by the danger of scme fractional increase in Belgian
defense budgets nor even by the gresater fact that the Soviet
Union now confronts an emerging Sino-American alliance in addi-
tion to the old Euro-American alliance. Nor will men who once
solved nationality problems by deporting entire peoples see

much to fear even in the relentless demographic change that is

* 5% annual growth over 1966-70, but only 2.9% in 1971-75 and
less than that in the years since. U.S. Congress, Joint
Economic Committee, ''The Soviet Economy in a Time of Change,"
Volume 1, Cctovber 10, 1979, Table 4, p. 763.
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steadily increasing ths progortion of the most intraciadbls na-
ticnalitias. Above zl1l, old men who have seen the Soviar 2con-

amy z2cover Irom the davastaticn of a war unusually dastructive

armaments are uniikaly %o Se graatly alarmed by obscurs Zheno-
mena such as the declining rata of growth of labeor productivity.

But harsh facts ignorsd do not disappear, znd che ills of
the Soviet 2conomy and of Soviet society ars decoming stzadil
morw. acute. As the preducts which the Soviet economy must pro-
duce beccme morz varied and morz ccmplex, as innovaticn imposes
change at an accelerating rate, central planning in the Soviet
style accomplisted by mendatory preducticn quotas is less and
less effective. That much was already publicly acknowledzed by

authcrized Soviet 2cconemic 2xperts as long as two deczdas ago;

‘since then, thers have been many administrative reforms, and

all sorts of incantive schemes tut thcse 2fforts have failed,
since the cantral-olanning mechanism (""Gosplzan’') wamains the
econcmy's contzolling Srain. Sowviat 2¢cnemic axperts sariainiy
know full well by now that dynamic 2atrepreneurship and 2f7fi-

cient managament (the :

S

issing 2lsments) carnot coexist wicth
planning that specifiss very exactly all output tarzets, and
all prices. It is obvious 2nough that the sysism cannot 2ro-
vide a sufficient reward Zor the dynamic 2ntragraneur, or the

afficient manager; i: is the obedisnt zcministrator whc lives dest

b3
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in the world that planning makes, and that is what the system

gets.

We may therefore be sure that if the Gosplan's mandatory
planning system has not been abolished it is for a vervy good
reason, namely that the Party’s power-structure requires its
preservation. So long as the official ideolegy remained a
strong force in Soviet life, the party's mass of middle-ranking
officials could be well employed as the keepers and teachers of
the ideology. But in the modern Soviet Union the official ideo-
logy is no longer a live bedy of guiding ideas, in constant need
of reinterpretation and propagation. New fossilized, Marxism-
Leninism has become instead an official religion since its pro-
positions have beccme dogmas; Soviet Marxisin-Leninism now has its
ceremonies, rituals and idols, chiefly the figure of Lenin him-
self -- whose bust presides over all schoolrooms, offices and
places of public assembly. ©Sut if the ideology has beccme
dogmatic religion, the party could not likewise become a
priesthood. The tens of thousands of officials who make up the
base of the party's power-structure could only retain their
importance by finding non-ideological roles for themselves,
and they have in the economy. It is they who are the directors
of factories and farms, the managers of wholesale agencies and
retain shops, the heads of service enterprises, design bureaus,
and research centers; and then of course they f£ill the ranks of
the gigantic econcmic bureaucracy, with its double structure

of "2ll-Unfon” --d +~:rublic minfe’ -lar

Some of those men and women are no doubt taliented pro-
fessionals, eager to emulate the best of Western standards, who
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would much prefsr %o %e Ifree 0 act on their own inst2ad of

teing captive o the centrai-plamning preocess. 32ut many mors,
inevitably, are assentially solizical hacks who have risen o
us Secause of their standing in che pargty. fer
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them, ' the otan is not an unwelszme sIraigh:
the assential guaranzae of their z2bility to cocce. Since they
lack the taients of the 2ncrepraneur, since they could not cos-
sibly be efiicienc zs managers, their profassicnal survival de-
pends ca the preservaticn of the present system, wiich rawards
the obedient adminiscrator, which z2ives sniy small incentives

for efficiency, and which offers no compensation for the risks

that the true eatresraneur must face.

Since the entirs fcwer-strmiciure of the Soviat Unicn is
based on the allegiance of the mass of middle-ranking officials,
it is the imgerative pricricy of vagime surrival that pronidbits
any drastic sccrnomic reform. And yet without a literalization
true and wide, thera can be no escape Irom the
circumstance; tnat resuit in the deciining affectivaness
of the Soviet 2c3ncmy. Accuaily sucerior 20 any free-2ntarprise
system in a wariike environment, in which the joal is the
supply of 3 faw 2s538ntials for civilians aad the maximal
output of a fully speciffed range oF products for the
armed forcas; still abla 26 sustain amilitary {nnovation in .

all circumstances, {(zhe aviaticn design dureaus, ior sxampie,

operatez fn 1 ccmgesitive fasaion), the Soviet 2¢ancmy ?

-

hecomes 12s3 ind 1253

faciive a3 i3 satting i3 further

"w
-ty
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and further removed from that o7 a1 war 2¢Saomy,
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in the relative affectiveness of the Soviet economy

will simply continue. [t is not cthat its total output
-65-
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will decline or even fail to keep up with, say, the American GNP
but rather that its output will consist more and more oi the
wrong products, that is outdatsd products -- a pnencmenon long
manifest in sectors of rapid innovation, such as computer tech-
nology or female fashions.

This being the case, the regime's increasing reliance on

the appeal of Russian nationalism is politically the right course

to follow -- at least in the short term -- because it is precisely
greatest
the Russians who must feel the A sense of economic depri- v

vation, since they compsre themselves with Western EurOpéans.

The increasing proportion of Centrzal Asians must by contrast

feel the least sense of relative deprivation, since they compare
themselves to their counterparts across the near borders in
Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan and China. But in the long run, it

is inevitable that the license given to Russian nationalism will
stimulate the respcnsive self-assertion of the other nationali-
ties, including the Central Asian naticns, and this will erode the

very basis of Soviet legitimacy.

A more immediate link between the nationalities question
and the eccncmic problem is the increasing role of Central
Asians in the labor force, which imposes a dilemma between
bringing Central Asian workers into the established centers of
industry -- with the certainty of thereby incresasing ethnic
frictions -- and the building of new industrias in Central
Asia, which would entail the greater long-run risk of in-
to channel new investments to Soviet Central Asia would assure
the decline of the Russian-dominated centers of established
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industry, a course that ust Se politically unaczzpradie 0 a
Russian-sased r2gime.
As the old men ncw in zowar give way %o new lezders (who
may te just as old by the time they atszin the highest cfiicas)
the complex of inta2rnal prcbisms Zacing che naw Scovias lazder- .
ship may seem Jecagrivaly similar 2o the eccnomic and dzmegra-
phic proolems ncw sc vividly manifsst in the West, namely slow y

1

growth, the "zuesc-woricer'' problam of Zurcpe, illegal immigra-

-

tion for the United Statss, and the decline of the traditicnal
industries of th2 northeast United Statss, 3B2izium, northeast
ranc2, Britain, and the Ruhr. The very great diffsrence is
that in the Sovist case the imperatives of regime survival deny

"natural" solutions which, however painfully, lead to a gradual

adjustment of 2concmy and sociaty.

If the new lsaders of the Soviet Unicn ars already pos-
sessed of a whoie battery of novel ideas until now cconczalsd
from us; or, alternatively, if they ars willing to carrv cut a
econemy, and rascoring trans-naticnzlism in word znd daed, they
remain optimistic. Otherwise, it is difficuit fo imagine hcw
they can view the leng-tarm futurza oL the Soviaet systam with

conf idence.

Military Cotimism and its Consecuences

In what follows, the long-z2rm pessimism of th
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generzticn of Xramlin lazders
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also for the first time -- Soviet leaders old znd new have

operational confidence in their armed forces, specifically that

they now have good reason to believe that the Soviet armed Zforces
can execute cffensive operations with speed and precision, to
win clean victories in short order against a variety of potential
enemies in a variety of settings -- so long as the risk of a
nuclear reaction by the victim is low, and the Soviet forces them-
selves wculd not need to employ nuclear weapons to accomplish
their goals. This great change alone suffices to increase the
risk of war by choice, which is inherent in a great military
empire that may rightly see itself as encircled Ey enemies,
some of which are very vulnerable.

But to the extent that the notion of long-term regime
pessimism is accepted, a correspondingly higher estimate
must be made of the risks that the leaders of the Soviet Union

might accept in their never-ending quest for total security.

For it is noturious that the conjunction of 2 long-term

regime pessimism with current military optimism is the

classic concdition that makes deliberats war more likely. Even

in the presence of tempting opportunities leaders optimistic

about the long-term future of their regime will not willingly
choose to go to war, because they expect that their strength

will only become greater in the future. That of course was the
condition of the Soviet Union until very recently. Again,

leaders who lack confidence in the ability of their armed forces to
carry out offensive operations reliably and well, will not start

wars either; rare indeed is the leader who chooses to go to war by
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deliberate choics ful

meartain rasulc. 2ut when leaders ars

re

costly, leng and ©

vessimistic ztcut the leng-tarm futurs of their ragimes and at th

N

same ‘time zhey have nizh cenfidenca in the strenzgth a2nd abilis
Pi =) e~

oL :héir armed Isrces, then zll that they xnow, and 21l that they
fear will conmspire to induca tham £o use their military power
while it still retains its presumed superiority. COnly thus can
today's strength be axploited to improve an unfavorable futurs.
To convert a2 transitory military & Qantage into a permanenc gain
of security for the regime, there must be scme profitable war

in prospect. Profitable wars wers rara even befors the nuclear
age, but once the urgsncy to act befors it is tco late is strongly
felt, men will easily persuzde themsalves of the high likelihood
of victory, of its small cost, and of its great benefits. It

was under such 2 prassur2 zhat Germany acceptzd the Hapsourg call
to go to war in 1914, and an unfavorzble future was Hitler's
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